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Comment on the proposed conservation of usage of the name Bythinella 
Moquin-Tandon, 1856 (Mollusca, Gastropoda, Prosobranchia, RISSOOIDEA) by 
designation of Bulimus viridis Poiret, 1801 as the type species 

(Case 3321; see BZN 62: 134-139) 


E. Gittenberger 


National Museum of Natural History Naturalis | Institute of Biology, Leiden 
University, P.O. 9517 RA, Leiden, The Netherlands 


I agree with the proposals in BZN 62: 137. In my view stability is best served by 
accepting these proposals. 


Comment on the proposed precedence of TUBIFICIDAE Vejdovsky, 1876 over NAIDIDAE 
Ehrenberg, 1828 (Annelida, Clitellata) 
(Case 3305; see BZN 62: 226-231) 


Tarmo Timm 


Centre for Limnology, Estonian University of Life Sciences, 61101 Rannu, 
Tartumaa, Estonia 


Zoological nomenclature as a tool of systematics has two, often controversial, 
main tasks: reflecting the phylogeny of the animals and enabling biologists to easily 
survey taxa for any other purpose. The phylogenetic (in principle, ideal) system is in 
eternal competition with the more or less artificial but stable and comprehensive 
system used in practical research and teaching. The first one is formally preferred; 
however, its orthodox application would be simply ignored by the majority of 
zoologists. 

The Principle of Priority, a cornerstone of zoological nomenclature, can fall into 
similar controversy with the everyday needs of zoology. In this case a decision either 
for or against the proposals is likely to cause problems. 

The NAIDIDAE (NOW NAIDINAE) proved to be a derived group descending from the 
much larger stem group TUBIFICIDAE sensu stricto. Thus, possible nomenclatural 
changes in the first group would affect considerably fewer taxa than those in the 
second. This is the pragmatic reason, why I support the proposal made by Erséus, 
Gustavsson and Brinkhurst. 


Comment on the proposed reinstatement of the specific name of Sphyraena acus 
Lacepède, 1803 (currently Tylosurus acus; Teleostei, BELONIDAE) 
(Case 3297; see BZN 62: 232-236) 


Joseph S. Nelson 


Department of Biological Sciences, University of Alberta, Edmonton, 
Alberta T6G 2E9, Canada (address for correspondence) 


Hector Espinosa-Perez 
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico, Mexico City, D.F., Mexico 
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Lloyd T. Findley 
CIAD-Unidad Guaymas, Guaymas, Sonora, Mexico 


Carter R. Gilbert 
University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, U.S.A. 


Robert N. Lea 
California Fish and Game, Monterey, California, U.S.A. 


Nicholas E. Mandrak 


Great Lakes Laboratory for Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, Burlington, Ontario, 
Canada 


James D. Williams 
United States Geological Survey, Gainesville, Florida, U.S.A. 


We, members of the Committee on Names of Fishes, a joint committee of 
the American Fisheries Society and the American Society of Ichthyologists and 
Herpetologists, support the proposal by Collette & Parin that the Commission use its 
plenary power and reinstate the specific name of Sphyraena acus Lacepéde, 1803. We 
believe that the petitioners make an excellent case for this action. In our various 
editions of Common and scientific names of fishes . . . , our committee used the specific 
name as Strongylura acus in 1960 and as Tylosurus acus in 1970, 1980, 1991 and 2004. 
During the preparation of the 2004 edition (Nelson et al., 2004), we were prepared to 
follow Opinion 900 and accept the suppression of the name Tylosurus acus 
(Lacepède, 1803) and use Tylosurus imperialis (Rafinesque, 1810). However, given 
analyses that almost all authors, both in systematic and non-systematic literature, 
continue to use the specific name acus, as earlier advocated by Collette & Berry, 1965 
(p. 391) and with which we agree, we continued to use acus. Present usage is 
compatible with the fact that the type locality for the oldest available name, T. acus, 
is the West Indies, while that for 7. imperialis is the Mediterranean Sea. Amending 
the ruling in Opinion 900 (1) and placing the name acus, as published in the binomen 
Sphyraena acus Lacepéde, 1803, on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology as 
proposed in BZN 62: 234 will have the greatest stabilizing effect. 


Comment on the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845 
(Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) 
(Case 3348; see BZN 62: 237-239) 


Spencer G. Lucas 


New Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science, 1801 Mountain Road NW, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104-1375, U.S.A. 


I support Emma Rainforth’s (BZN 62: 237-239) application to conserve 
Palamopus Hitchcock, 1845 and suppress its senior objective synonym Sauroidi- 
chnites Hitchcock, 1837. I base my support of her application on the following 


